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EDITORIAL 


Church affairs in England appear to rest much where they 
were when our last issue appeared. From various quarters, voices 
are raised appealing to the authorities of our Church for a 
moratorium in Reunion Schemes, until it shall be seen how the 
Church of South India will develop. The difficulty here appears 
to us to be that the decision does not rest with the authorities of 
the Home Church. It is the “younger churches” which have 
originated these schemes for reunion, and which press for their 
implementation, and will not consent to postpone them: indeed. 
the Convocation resolutions cautious as they are, have encouraged 
the promoters of the schemes in North India and Ceylon. The 
peoples of the East, some recently freed from Western political 
domination, others looking forward to the same independence, 
will unhappily interpret an appeal to Catholic Faith and Order 
as a piece of “ecclesiastical colonialism”. In this they misjudge . 
but in their circumstances the mistake is not unnatural 


We must regret that political feelings have this repercussion on 
ecclesiastical affairs: yet it is all to the good that national con- 
sciousness should take the form,” among Christians in Asia, of a 
desire to be rid of the divisions among Christians which were 
none of their making: a welcome contrast to Africa, where, we 
understand, it leads rather to the multiplication of small and 
eccentric sects. We should remember, too, that Anglo-Catholic 
Missions have never sought to control their Missions from Eng- 
land: the authority in the Diocese has been the Bishop of the 
Diocese, and such men as Bishop Furse have been pioneers in 
establishing Synodical government. 


In all this, a framework of Catholic Faith and Order. was 
assumed. Now it appears that this assumption was a dangerous 
one, but still we do not for a moment regret that the overseas 
- Bishops have been and are. Bishops and not emissaries-from a - 
London Office; and we believe that when the urge for Unity 
makes itself felt in such fields as Central Africa, the West Indies, 
the Bahamas and Korea, representatives of the Anglican Com- 
munion will be found who will stand out for Catholic Faith and 
Order, and commend both alike to members of other bodies. 


Meanwhile, we believe that these other schemes will go on, 
and it will be for the Convocations of Canterbury and York to 
say in each instance what will be the relations of these Provinces 
to the newly created body: for it certainly they cannot be; and 
would not wish to be, Provinces of the Anglican Communion. 
We regard it as most regrettable that the Anglican Communion 
should disintegrate in this way: ultimately, of course, we desire 
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to see the communion in Catholic Faith and Order of all Chris- 
tian Bodies: but we cannot take it as axiomatic that the Church 
of South India, or the other schemes proposed, are steps in that 
direction. 


In this connection, it is impossible not to sympathise deeply 
with the manifesto of some Ceylon Churchmen, which we repro- 
duce in this issue. The “Continuing Anglican” solution is a 
plausible one: “let the scheme go on, and let those with con- 
scientious objections contract out, as those in Nandayal have 
done.” But it must be remembered that the Nandayal Anglicans 
have been able to do as they did, because the Church of India 
Pakistan, Burma and Ceylon was there to support them, and 
‘provide them with a Commissary. The several parts of that 
Church are now-themselves involved in Reunion Schemes. There 
could be no healthy life for continuing Anglicans in India, if 
zp had to be administered from Canterbury. 


- + 


There i iS ; another consideration which makes the * “Continuing 
Anglican” solution, if it becomes a necessity, a regrettable one. 
In India, and in the East in general, it is always possible to 

“splinter off” a fragment from any group or movement. The 
Continuing Anglicans would, in our eyes and their own, be the 
beam and not the splinter: but that will not prevent their being 
joined by people with the splinter mentality: The leaders will 
always be tempted to welcome additional numbers, and however 
great their desire not to be used by the ambitious or the quarrel- 
some, they are likely to be unable to prevent it. Happily in the 
Nandayal area the Continuing Anglicans are a great majority of 
the “S.P.G. Christians”, so that they do not have the particu- 
lar opportunity that a smaller group of dissidents would have 
had for one of the least endearing characteristics of the East. 
But the danger is a very grave one, that Continuing Anglican 
groups, started from the highest motives, may well attract an 
element which will bring the Catholic Faith into disrepute. 


Nevertheless, circumstances may arise in which the “Continu- 
ing Anglican Group” is the only way out. In view of these 
dangers and difficulties, we believe that every effort should be 
made to bring Catholic influence to bear during the preparation 
of these schemes. This is not easily done: during the years in 
‘which the South Indian Scheme was in preparation, recommen- 
dations from the C.I.B.C. dioceses, of a Catholic tendency, were 
continually brushed aside: and now in Ceylon, we are informed 
that the Anglo-Catholics have been bluntly told that they are a | 
minority, and therefore have no rights. This may make the 
effort appear hopeless. | 
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But one thing should be remembered: it is obvious that we 
have no weight in these discussions, if we are thought. to be 
opposed to any form of reunion with Protestants on whatever 
basis. If we are not to be conciliated at any price, the other 
negotiators will not consider the attempt worth making. Are we 
compelled to that attitude? It is true that the restored Unity to 
which we look forward includes the Church of Rome: we there- 
fore see no advance in any reunion which creates a Protestant 
bloc over against Rome: and that is probably in the minds of 
some of the promoters of reunion schemes at home if not abroad. 
There are those among them who do not regard Roman Catholics 
as Christians at all. We cannot do other than oppose any scheme 
which moves us further away from the Church of Rome: this 
would be hindering, not helping Unity, on the long view. 


But must this be the effect of every such Reunion Scheme? 
Pére Bouyer’s article, summarised in our issue of last January 
suggests that it need not be so. Admitting that the Anglicans lost 
ground consistently throughout the negotiations, he yet finds 
both in the Liturgy and in the doctrinal formularies of the C.S.1. 
valuable constructive elements. Moreover, there is further evi- 
_'dence of a strong and sympathetic interest in these movements 
toWards unity, particularly in the Mission Field on the part of 
Roman Catholic theologians. In this connection, we would com- 
mend Mr. John Tod’s “Catholics and the Ecumenical Move- 
ment”. 


We have used the word “Reunion” and it is hard to avoid it. 
We do not intend thereby to prejudge the question raised in 
‘previous issues, and continued in this by Fr. Hutton. On the 
one hand, we have said before that we find no warrant in Holy 
Scripture for speaking of “Churches” in the plural, except in the 
sense of the One Church in different places. On the other hand, 
there is an argument sometimes used by those who do not believe 
that the Unity of the Church has ever been broken, which we 
cannot accept. It is a matter to be approached with the utmost 
reverence, since it involves thé Doctrine of the Most Holy Trinity. 
It is asserted that since our Lord prayed that His Church might 
be One, the Father could not refuse His prayer, and so where 
there appears to be division, the Church remains exclusively in 
one of the broken sections. But there are very many ways in 
which God does not yet implement His Sovereignty in this fallen 
world. Let the mystery of the Son’s intercession with the Father. 
whether in the days of His Flesh, or eternally in His Heavenly 
Session, reduce us to awed silence: we dare not make it a tool 
for our controversies. 
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THE MAY CONVOCATION 


_ Following recent custom, the Canterbury Convocation began: 
in Full Synod, with both Houses sitting together, not only for 
the Presidential Address, but to debate one of the issues before 
it. This matter was the proposed permission to certain qualified 
women to allow them to conduct Mattins and Evensong, and 
to give addresses. In effect it was to enable them to act as 
Readers do, although they have not Readers’ status. The Com- 
mittee reporting already included an important group of dissen- 
tients, and the opening speech of the chairman, the Bishop of 
London, could hardly be termed enthusiastic. The enthusiasm 
was supplied by some of the other Bishops who spoke, and in 
due course the Upper House passed the recommendations. 


The Lower House did not share this enthusiasm. The debate 
was notable for an excellent speech by Fr. Christopher Evans, of 
Corpus Christi, Oxford, whom the House will be glad to hear 
on other occasions, When the voting took place, the permissions 
asked were refused by 56 votes to 43. 

At the beginning of the second day of Convocation, Canon 
Brierley presented a petition, signed by 1,500 incumbents in the~ 
Province of Canterbury, expressing disquiet over the relationship 
of the Church of England to the Church of South India, and 
praying that the Convocation would “defer the consideration . . . 
of any further Schemes of Reunion with non-Episcopal bodies 
until after the year 1977, when the mind of the Church of South 
India will be fully declared”. According to the usual procedure, 
the petition, on which no immediate debate was asked by Canon 
Brierley, was remitted to the Standing Committee for considera- 
tion. That Committee will report in the regular course at the 
next group of Sessions. Its fate in the future is therefore uncer- 
tain, but it will in any case have called attention to the wide- 
spread anxiety which is felt over the whole matter of Reunion 
schemes. And that in itself is a useful achievement. 

The withdrawal by the Upper House of the clause in the draft 
Canons forbidding the “remarriage” in church of divorced people 
was the chief matter attracting the attention of the secular press. 
Whether the Lower House will be content to rely on regulations 
of Convocation, instead of on a Canon, does not yet appear, 
but the Archbishop made it clear that the Bishops would not 
face a head-on collision between Church and State on such a 
matter. Not for the first time he seems to have hinted that 
one day such a collision would be inevitable. But what kind of 
_ ground he would accept as requiring battle is not very obvious. 

The above together with the debate on Nullity were the major 
matters of debate. In between the Lower House had one of its 
futile periods in a poor debate on Baptism. The matter demanded 


a more worthy treatment. PROCTORY 


| 


SPIRITUAL EMULATION AND WORK 
FOR UNITY 


By Dom Benedict Ley, O.S.B. 

Faced with the tragedy of a divided Christendom, the Trac- 
tarians and their immediate successors thought that the solution 
might be found in a retdrn to the undivided Church in its 
obedience to the will of Christ*. The emergence of the Oecumeni- 
cal Movement has created a new mentality. There is one very 
important fact which cannot be disregarded in any work or 
thought for the restoration of visible unity. This fact is the mani- 
fest work of the Holy Spirit in the different confessions and tradi- 
tions since the break-up of Christendom four hundred years ago. 
To advocate a return to some ideal age before our divisions began 

4s to forget that there has been “a living and organic growth in 
the various traditions”, not least, surely, in the Mother Church 
of Rome. For we cannot and must not suppose that the doctrinal 
development within the Roman Church in recent years has been 
effected without a considerable degree of docility to the Holy 
Spirit amongst its Pastors. It may be difficult for those separated 
from Rome to appreciate and comprehend the development of 
the Papacy and the doctrine of Infallibility: but, Charity obliges 
us to believe that in ways we do not see at present the Holy Spirit 
has been working amongst our Roman Catholic Brethren just as 
much as amongst Anglicans and Nonconformists. As the Lam- 
beth Confereence reminded us in 1920 there can be no ultimate 
visible re-union of Christians which does not include the Roman 
Catholic Church. So let us, at least agree, to impute to others the 
same docility to the Holy Spirit we dare to claim for ourselves. It 
must ever be remembered that nothing so assists and promotes 
the satanic resolve to maintain our unhappy divisions as the sug- 
gestion that those separated from us are in bad faith or unfaithful 
in some way to our Lord, the supreme Head of the Church. 

In any truly w@cumenical work it is essential that we should 
approach each other in a-positive way and recognise, that-like us, — 
our separated Brethren are sincere in their efforts to advance 
in the life of Christ and in docility to the Holy Spirit. This is 
why Charity is the main element in all fruitful eecumenical work. 
Charity which believeth all things, hopeth all things, endureth all 
things. Unfair, untrue and one-sided propaganda is no sort of 
excuse for a reply in the same strain. For such a reply ,only 
serves to exacerbate the situation and breed further misunder- 
standing. Love conquers all things and disposes to a truer 
clearer vision. Hence all called to ecumenical work must see in 
this special vocation a call to be evermore possessed and pene- 
trated by the Spirit of Divine Love, filled with Charity. In a | 


* This view is reiterated in “The Truth in Love” by Fr. Manson, 
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conference given in 1948 during the Week of Prayer for Unity 
at Grenoble and Lyon, Mgr. Chevrot told his audience that when — 
we speak of Christians outside our own Confessions we now call 
them Brethren: that this address is not just a matter of courtesy 
but springs from the conviction that though visibly separated, 
we are none the less really united to one another being both 
united to Christ by Baptism. And he went on to say that “the 
Stronger our Faith in our Lord Jesus Christ, the closer our attach- 
ment to the Only Saviour, the keener is the feelings of fraternity 
and the desire to strengthen our Unity. Having reached the stage 
of a cordial Spirituai Emulation we must recognise that actually 
it is the only way we have to follow to advance towards a com- 
plete external unity”. 

What is Spiritual Emulation? A recent article by Pére Maurice 
Villain, S.M., in the monthly review “L’Union” for December, 
1955, enables us to form some idea as to what it means. Pere 
Maurice Villain has authorised me to quote this article in extenso 
in what follows. Like any other human contact Spiritual Emula- 
tion comprises two elements, one of thought, the other of action. 
So there must be the profession of a pure Catholicism as well as 
acts of an ever deeper fraternal charity towards our separated 
brethren. “These two elements are inseparable. For we cannot 
love. appreciate and serve our neighbour as we should unless we 
first love God by adhering to all His Truth. Writing as a faithful 
Roman Catholic Pere Maurice Villain considers “that now is 
the time to establish a hierarchy of values between the different 


dogmatic propositions and to relate them with each other in their 


connection with the Mystery of the Trinity and with Christ, the 
Son of the Living God (Matt. XVI. 16)”. And he goes on to 
recommend the following synthesis because “it does not deny or 
contradict any authentic Christian values retained by the other 
Confessions even if it clashes with them here and there by using 
different expressions. But it does more than this. It integrates 
perfectly the basic affirmations that in its origins the Reform was 
careful to make clear”. These affirmations had been largely 


obscured in the decadent middle ages and even now are some- 


times hidden in a certain expression of popular Catholicism. 
These fundamental affirmations are: 

“The Sovereignty of God—soli Deo Gloria— 

The sense (sens) of Grace and of gratuitous salvation. 

Justification by Faith in Jesus Christ our Only Mediator 
and Saviour. 

The necessity of a familiarity with the Bible for Clergy and 
Laity, shown by the Clergy in authentically Biblical preaching, 
and by the Laity in a mode of life whence all pharisaism is 
banished and which breathes Christian liberty, the true spirit 
of the Gospel of Christ”. 


Now it would be difficult not to stress the importance of-these 
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affirmations for the cause of Christian unity. By keeping them : 


steadily in mind we should all be delivered from that “Pelagian- 
ism”—practical if not theoreticat—which invades the mentality 
of the faithful and disfigures the face of true Catholicism. Then 
we should all be led to a “strong” Theocentredness and a firm 
Christocentredness with the obvious consequence of a purifying 
of devotion and the seeing of the Mysteries of Christ in their true 
light. The Paschal Mystery has come into its own again. Can we 
say the same about Our Lord’s Ascension into Heaven? a feast 
on which there is often a procession in honour of Our Lady 
since it falls in Her Month of May. And what-about Pentecost. 
Certainly Our Lady should have Her rightful place in the devo- 
tion of all but ever in relation to Her Son and never apart from 
Him .. . The older iconography gives us a useful lesson here 
likewise the official Liturgy—a useful ecumenic lesson. Replying 
to an enquiry on Christian art organised by La Croix Mgr. 
Chevrot recalled that the statuary of the Middle Ages was placed 
outside the Cathedral, for like stained glass windows it was 
thought to have a teaching function and so was not treated as 
an object of piety. Then there should be an tmprovement in 
preaching in the sense of proclaiming the Word. of God. So 
every Priest should be steeped in the Scriptures. One of our 
special applications of the principle of “Spiritual Emulation” 
should be in this matter of Holy Scripture. It remains the judge 
of doctrinal developments, which are in fact only a reflecting 
of the Church on the Biblical message under the guidance of the 
Holy Spirit. Even if dogmatic developments are not necessarily 
extracted from Scripture they remain coherent with it in the 
analogy of Faith and do not cease to enlighten it. Finally in this 
perspective the marks of the Church, her purity, her liberty, her 
great Heart and love are more clearly seen. She shows her 
cecumenical heart which our sins so often hide from our separa- 
ted Brethren. The Fathers loved to say that Our Blessed Lady is 
the authentic figure of the Church. How? Surely by Her 


- humility. and poverty spirit (1st Beatitude) and Her 


standing at the Cross. Does the Church as a social Body res-— “it 


- semble Mary in her exterior? The whole problem of re-union is 


in this allegory for all are responsible for reflecting the pure 
visage of the Church”. So we must all take the way of Spiritual 
Emulation if we are to become transparent to the Bride of 
Christ, the Church, into which we were all incorporated by our 
Baptism. 


We turn now to our attitude towards our separated Brethren 
in actual contact with them. It is our meeting with them that 
best instructs us in this second aspect or element of Spiritual 
Emulation. As we said above the whole problem of Unity and 
cecumenical work must be-governed by the great Theological 


_ virtue of Charity. Obviously it is love for Christ, for His Church, 


, 


and the agony of the great distress of our visible separations 
which gives the impetus to all ecumenical work. So we must all 
have and cultivate a deep sincere and disinterested love for all 
our separated Brethren. As Pére Maurice Villain writes “whether 
we are Pri¢sts and Ministers, we are all Brothers in Jesus Christ, 
Ministers of the Gospel. We are all engaged in the highest pos- 
sible service, the service of the living God, and responsible to 
Him for the souls committed to our care. The same ideal of 
Unity carries us forward. even though we look at it in a different 
light because of our respective faiths and disciplines. So we must 
let charity possess us and impart to us an absolute respect for 
the person, conscience and vocation of our Brethren. Especially 
must we be on our guard against distrust and the professional 
pride engendered by our particular training. We should mention 
here the moving wonder of our separated Brethren when they 
find themselves in a new climate in their relations with us; when 
they are met with love and taken seriously. I know nothing more 
significant of this than the reaction of Pastor Wilfred Monod 
(died in 1941) to the first encyclical letter of Pope Pius XII— 
. Summ Pontifcatus—Replying to Abbé Couturier who had sent 
—4ti to him, he said he had been most impressed: to find that 
for the first time in a Pontifical document Non-Catholics were 
called Brothers—true, Separated Brothers” but none the less 
Brothers. Then referring to the Pope who had written these | 
words he used this magnificent phrase “When he used the 
formula separated Brethren the triple weight of his heart, his 
soul and his reason led him to strengthen the substantive 
Brethren instead of the adjective separated”. Pastor A. Rivet, 
President of the Consistory of Lyon wrote “this fraternity pro- 
claimed by the highest authority in your Church seems to me 
like a hand outstretched over the future for the reconciliation of . 
Christians with each other”. 


In creating then a more peaceful climate Charity, Love, opens — 
seems to mutual understanding. We touch here on a matter _ 
which calls obviously for a bilateral effort. As the very words 
imply Spiritual Emulation is not a one-sided affair, but a mutual 
effort in fraternal charity. It sets out to provoke and excite in 
others separated from others the same attempt at a mutual 
understanding that we try to make ourselves. For example if we 
wish Roman Catholics to understand us we must try to understand 
‘them, their way of approach to truth, their habits of thought. 
Abbé Couturier was a past master in this difficult art, this essen- 
tial part of true Charity. Speaking of my own contacts with 
him I can assert that he knew so well how to make one feel at 
home with him, completely at one’s ease. It was obvious that 
he wished to comprehend one’s tradition and approach to the 
things of God. He never gave me the slightest impression that. 
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he was being condescending" thi out to score a victory 
over me. If we wish others to appreciate our sincerity we must 
set ourselves to appreciate theirs. And this means surely seeking 
Christ in them, looking for His work in them and doing what 
we can to advance it. The secret of the Abbé Couturier was that 
he ever sought Christ and gave himself to Christ in all his contacts 
' with his separated Brethren. So he increased their desire to be 
_ better Christians. There can be surely no greater grace than the 
ability to do just this or one more rewarding. But it means a holy 
rivalry in mutual charity in all our contacts with others. Such a 
rivalry must mean the acceptance of the Cross, the following of 
the Crucified one in His self-donation for Unity. To seek the 
highest good of others in this way does away with the often too 
natural desire of scoring a victory over them in controversy. For 
it is Not just a question of convincing them that we alone are right 
and they. are hopelessly wrong but of integrating them positively 
more deeply in Christ and increasing their fidelity to the best 
lights given them. This is why the theological virtue of Charity 
must govern all true cecumenical work. 


And this brings us to consider the vital importance of prayer for 
the right fulfilment of an @cumenical vocation. As Pere Maurice 
Villain says “Prayer alone can dispose us to be God’s instruments _ 
in this work because prayer means the surrender of ourselves to 
Him. So by prayer we do not mean fervent petitions for the 
triumph of our own side in any ecumenical debate or dialogue”. 
Such a prayer is not pure prayer as understood by St. Benedict 
and the ancient Fathers. Pure prayer is surely the deepest purest 
willing of God and of His reign in us. So it means our fullest 
surrender to the Praying Christ. It means letting His Prayer 
have free course in us, in all that we are and do. It is this prayer 
which will advance the cause of Unity. But, as Pere Maurice 
Villain so truly says “prayer for the Victory of our side because 
it is OUR side gets us nowhere and will never advance unity 
one inch. We‘have then.to let Christ pray in. us His own prayer 
that they all may be ONE,” pray for the Unity HE wills and 
by the means that He wills. So it is not our business to present 
Him with ready made plans for. the conversion or submission 
of others as if the problem of unity could be settled finally in this 
way. It is our business to submit our wills ever more completely 
to Christ that His will, His solution for the problem of reunion 
may be effected through us. So we have to pray for the sanctifica- 
tion of those of other traditions. For it is quite certain that as 
we all grow in Christ, become more docile to His Spirit we shall 
see in the light given us by the Spirit the immense scandal of our 
divisions and so suffer from this sight that we cannot rest tll 
these divisions are terminated and destroyed. If there is,.as there 
must surely, be a true Epiphany of GOD of Divine Love when 
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two Christians formerly outwardly estranged from each other 
are known to be frends once more, one again in Christ, how 
immense will be the manifestation of the Glory of GOD, His 
own life of perfect love when all Christians are visibly made one 
again. 


Abbé Couturier always insisted that an cecumenical spirituality 
must be characterised by penitence and humility. As to the first 
Pere Maurice Villain tells us that “he advised his friends to say a 
Mass in reparation for the massacre by Catholics of Protestants 
on Saint Bartholomew's day: and desired a Day of penitence to be 
proclaimed officially by the French Catholic Hierarchy on the first 
Sunday in September, a day on which French Protestants were 
accustomed to remember their Martyrs in the Wars of Religion. 
Abbe Couturier thought that such a public gesture would do 
much to soften hearts and remove bitterness”. Dare we suggest 
here that Anglicans be invited officially to keep May 4th—Feast 
of English Martyrs in the Roman Catholic Kalendan—as a day 
of reparation for all the sufferings inflicted by our ancestors on 
Roman Catholics in the days of persecution? Such a gesture 
would surely not be in vain and would improve the whole climate 
of our relations with each other. Penitence alone can destroy 
inherited prejudice and bitterness, and only GOD knows how 
much these things hinder reconciliation and reunion. Charity 
yay in_ official acts marks a real step forward on the way to 

nity. 


The note of humility was stressed most at the end of Abbé 
Couturier’s life. His last tract for the week of Prayer in 1953— 
the year he died—is full of it. But, as Pere Maurice Villain tells 
us “humility is not a delight in suffering or masochism. Abbé 
Couturier had the highest regards for the prerogatives of the 
~ Roman Catholic C hurchi—his ‘Beloved Mother’ as he called her 
in several of his letters to Non-Catholics. It was just because of 
his regard that he could not bear Catholics to treat their eccles- 
iastical status as a personal privilege and make_it an excuse for 
pride. On the contrary he thought Catholics should avow their 
Catholicism with great modesty and should feel that their sins 
hindered the progress of the Church. This note of humility makes 
for freedom and should give the @cumenical Priest or worker 
that Christian liberty mentioned earlier in this article, Abbé 
Couturier said -that—@cumenism is a flame; q@cumenists are 
smaller flames which enkindle each other and make a big furnace 
of charity. He feared less it should become too institutional, for, 
then, its prophetic spirit would be stifled. There is, of course, 
an ever present danger here only to be averted by constant 
prayer for more prophets of Unity. Catholic ceecumenism, so the 
Abbé thought, should not be the property of one Religious order 
nor its literature entirely under the control of one group; ccu- 


il 
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menism is the work of the whole Church. Any of the Baptized 
may be called to it. 

If prayer is at the heart of spiritual Emulation the total gift 
of consecrated souls to GOD for Unity—e.g. the offering of her 
life by the young Italian Trappist Nun Sr. Maria Gabriella of 
Grottaferrata—is at the very heart of this prayer. “How many 
souls” writes Pére Maurice Villain “are there, known only to 
our Heavenly Father, who have made such an offering. But if— 
per impossibile—they became manifest to us we should doubtless 
see them appear in all parts of the Christian horizon in Ortho- 
doxy, in Protestantism as well as in the Roman Catholic Church. 
And perhaps—who knows? —we should find them in the unfor- 
tunate regions of paganism which lightly touch the fringes of 
Christ’s mantle. We should see a splendid and heartening sight. 
We should see in the very centre of the multitude of the Baptized 
a communion of chosen souls, who, without knowing each other 
are united in the emulation of charity, and so, in the immense 


desire of being visibly made one again in Christ. GOD alone 


knows the number and names of these truly Catholic souls. He 
alone sees the point of their mysterious collaboration. Such a 
vision gave rise to the conception of an invisible monastery 
devoted to prayer for unity and to Spiritual Emulation for this 
great end. 

Whether its members are in the centre of the City of GOD or 
dwell only in its suburbs. the reality of their hidden union in 
prayer against the enemies of unity rests upon the great fact of 
their baptism and their correspondence with this immense grace. 
May GOD grant us all the grace to belong to this invisible 
Monastery and to grow thereby in the true spirit of spiritual 
emulation. 


Reprinted from “The Anglican” Colombo, 
‘of February-March, 1956. 


WE STATE OUR CASE TO THE 
METROPOLITAN IN PERSON 


I. We have had no reply to our request twice made to be 
recognized by the Provinces as Centinuing Anglicans in Ceylon. 

First, the Memorial signed by priests and lay folk and pre- 
sented to the Bishop of Colombo in December, 1949, by Fr. 
Wijeyesekera and Fr. Arndt for transmission to the elation! 
Synod. 

sl the Petition presented to the Bishop at the Colombo 
Diocesan Council in 1952 by our Senior Priest, Canon Botejue, 
on behalf of fifty clergy out of a possible eighty-nine, also for 
transmission to the Episcopal Synod. 

The delay even to acknowledge receipt of these documents is 
disconcerting because the Episcopal Synod had already com- 
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mitted itself in the case of the Church of South India to the prin- 
ciple that Anglicans who refuse for conscious sake to join may 
LEGITIMATELY AND RIGHTLY regard themselves as still 
being FULL MEMBERS of the Anglican Communion. 

Our Reasons (1) We will not allow ourselves to be put out 
of the Catholic Church by this union by having to cease to be a 
part of the Anglican Communion. We want to continue as Angli- 
can Catholics who are in, and a part of, the Anglican Communion 
and notina body, however it be composed, that is only in com- 
munion with it. 

(2) We are convinced that there will be loss of identity by 
reason of this union. 

(3) We cannot compromise our status as Catholics which we 
now have in the Church of England in Ceylon, which is still the 
official title of the Church of Ceylon. 

We claim to be left alone in our own Church, in our spiritual 
home, the One, Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church, WITHIN 
THE ANGLICAN COMMUNION. Let those Anglicans who 
find it congenial to do so GO OUT OF THE ANGLICAN 
COMMUNION, to make with the other uniting bodies a united 
Church of Lanka in full communion with the Church of South 
India. 

We claim to stay in the Church of Ceylon, Catholic and 
Apostolic, in possession of all our assets, our churches, our 
schools, our butldings and our endowments. Four years ago there 
were in the custody of the Incorporated Trustees of the Church 
of England in Ceylon nearly five million rupees in endowments. 

We pray God that we shall be left in peaceful possession of our 
assets and that it will not be necessary, to the hurt of our holy 
religion, to-establish our claim in the law courts. Two of our own 
bishops have spoken of such a possibility. In 1946 both in his 
Charge to Synod and in his Address to Diocesan Council the 
late Bishop Horsley said : — 

| cannot undertake to give my assent to any scheme of union, 

if and when such a scheme is presented to us in-final form, 

unless it has a PRACTICALLY UNANIMOUS VOTE in its 
favour BOTH from the clergy and the laity voting by Houses. 

1 DREAD THE LITIGATION which a continuating body of 

dissidents might insist upon. | 

Again, in January, 1953, the Bishop of Kurunegala wrote thus 
in The Ceylon Churchman: — 

“The sure steady way seems preferable to hurt of conscience, 
and perhaps LEGAL ACTION on rights of property or en- 
dowments.”” | 
We ask, Is it now desired that we should produce the numerical 

strength of Continuing Anglicans in Ceylon? 

I. We cannot without making our protest allow the proposed 
scheme of union to be implemented on a basis that is not in 


accordance with facts. 


A. There never has been any agreement on fundamental 
doctrine. 

In 1941, and again in 1942, the Anglican delegates on the 
Exploratory Committee, which was. appointed in 1940, emphati- 

cally stated that “conversations” (they did not use the word) 
~ Should NOT result in “negotiations,” on the ground (i) that there 
was not sufficient agreement to warrant such a step, and (ii) that 
four fundamental subjects had not even been discussed, namely : 


1. The priestly life. 
2. Eucharistic doctrine, especially the Sacrificial Aspect of 


the Holy Eucharist. 
3. The Creeds. 
4. Marriage. 


However, the Bishop of Colombo was persuaded by the non- 
Anglicans that there WAS sufficient justification for the appoint-— 
ment of a joint negotiating committee, and in 1943 the Diocesan 
Council in its entirety passed a Resolution to that effect. But they 
took the precaution to brief our delegates to seek agreement on 
the four subjects that had not been discussed. 

That our delegates have failed is patent both from a compara- 
tive study of the final scheme (1955) and also from the fact that 
they have suggested to the Colombo Diocesan Council the 
REJECTION OF THE SCHEME as a possible course of action. 


- Over the years the Anglican amendments have suffered rejec- 
tion at the hands of the non-Anglicans, for we are outnumbered 
by four to one, and we have been told that decisions are made by 
a majority vote.. 

In 1946 the Interim Report issued by the Negotiating Commit- 
tee consisted of a series of extracts from the South India Scheme 
of 1942. The Synod of clergy submitted 32 amendments, of these 
no fewer that 12 were rejected, so that the section on Faith and 
- Order issued in 1947 did not contain what the Church of Ceylon 
demanded. This section only was submitted to the Lambeth Con- 
ference of 1948 and was mistakenly called The Ceylon Scheme 
by the Lambeth Fathers. We refer to another grave mistake of 
theirs on which the Committee on Unity based their Report. 


In 1949 the first edition of the complete Scheme was published 

and the Colombo Diocesan Council submitted a large number of 
amendments, though some of them were merely verbal. there 
were 34 REJECTIONS. 
In 1953 the second edition was issued and the Colombo Dio- 
~cesan Council again proposed amendments, but no fewer than 14 
were REJECTED, making a total of 60. Can we call this agree- 
ment? A study of those REJECTIONS and of new additions ts 
illuminating. 

The Priestly Life. In the minority Report issued by our dele- 
gates on the Exploratory Committee reference was made to the 
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prophetic ministry of the Nonconformists. In the final edition of 
the Scheme presbyter is now defined as priest and prophet. 

The Creeds. We repeatedly pressed for the listing of the Con- 
fessions of Faith that in the Scheme are claimed to have equal 
value with the Creeds. Instead we have been given the list. of 
each uniting body but only in the Minutes of the Negotiating 
Committee. 

The Sacrificial Aspect of the Holy Eucharist. Our repeated - 
demands for a Prayer of Consecration have been refused. We are 
unable to discover in the scheme the Catholic doctrine of the 
Holy Eucharist. 

Marriage. Divorced people can be married in Church and 
allowed to take an additional spouse during the lifetime of pre- 
vious partners. 

Also, since infant dedication has the force of infant baptism the 
marriage in Church of an unbaptized person is allowed. 

In addition to. these four historic subjects that formed no part 
of the “conversations” in 1940 such familiar Nonconformist pre- 
judices are conspicuous by their absence as prayers for the dead, 
priestly absolution, the ius liturgicum of bishops, the decrees of 
the General Councils of the Church and Apostolic Succession. . 

B. The rite of unification of ministries. 

Ever since 1946 with the issue of the Interim Report the non- 


Anglicans have insisted that the rite of unification of ministries — 


is not an ordination but only a commissioning. The Ceylon 
Scheme is based on the South India Scheme and the basis of the 
latter Scheme is that episopal and non-episcopal ministries are 
equal in all repects. | 

~ In 1946 the Synod of Clergy demanded supplemental ordina- 
tion. This was “finally turned down”, as our delegates reported, 
that is, the non-Anglicans finally REJECTED any suggestion of 
episcopal ordination for themselves. It was only AFTER THIS 
REJECTION OF EPISCOPAL ORDINATION that the rite of 
unification was drawn up and accepted. In the Report of the 
Lambeth Committee on Unity no mention was made of the pre- 
vious REJECTION of episcopal ordination which had been 
“finally turned down” at an earlier meeting of the Negotiating 
Committee. In our view the whole of the commendation of the 
rite is vitiated by this ommission. While the Anglicans choose to 
think that by this rite non-Anglicans are episcopally ordained to 
the Christian priesthood, the non-Anglicans insist that they have 
already been ordained and that-by this rite they are merely being 
further commissioned. 

That the Colombo Diocesan Council in 1952 did not think in 
the same way as the Lambeth Fathers did in 1948 about this 
rite of unification of ministries is manifest from the Appeal to 
the non-Anglicans on the Negotiating Committee that prefaced 
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their amendments. They appealed to them to accept episcopal 
ordination, for the most precious heritage of Christian Faith and 
Order entrusted to the Anglican Communion was the Christian 
Priesthood as understood and exercised in the Church from the 
earliest times. 


Once again the offer was made in terms of supplemental ordi- 
nation; once again it was “finally rejected”, as our delegates 
reported. The offer was made in 3 alternative formulas; the first 
two were rejected but the third was accepted, not because it 
meant episcopal ordination, as we intended, for it was an alterna- 
tive to | and 2, but because this formula could be construed in 
the sense that it conveyed at the hands of a bishop red a wider 
commission. 


The Nonconformist attitude towards episcopal ordination is 
rigid. The late Fr. Williams, S.S.J.E., encountered a similar situa- 
tion in the North India negotiating committee which he summed 
up in this way. The ‘Ministers of the New Church of North India 
who come from non-episcopal bodies, are to be recognised as 
fully ordained priests. 

In conclusion, we mention a fact of some significance. The 
Editor of The Ceylon Churchman promised in the prospectus of 
the Souvenir of the General Council an article on the future of 
the Province. But this article has not been printed in the Souvenir. 
Is it that there is no future for this Province? Is it the case that 
the Province will be blotted out of existence as a Province of the 
Anglican Communion by the United Churches of Lanka and of 
North India even as South India has ceased to be Anglican? Is 
our future to be only in a Province of the Universal Church in 
“communion with the Anglican Communion? or not? 


THE SOUTH INDIA RESOLUTIONS 
By the Revd. R. W. Phillips, Vicar of Barnsley 


Extracts from a speech made to the Lower House of the York 
Convocation, opposing the reply to a petition. 

... Lhope that this Synod might give some assurance regarding 
the Resolutions of last July, and some elucidation of them. There 
are three points where I feel this might be done. 

First, there is the crucial Resolution which recognised the 
validity of the Orders conferred in C.S.I. Some regard this deci- 
sion as ill-timed at least, if not ill-judged as yet... 

One fact is clear. The C.S.I. by its insistence on remaining in 
_ full communion in perpetuity with its parent non-episcopal 
bodies, as well as by recognizing now within itself that non- 
episcopally ordained ministers may be allowed to perform priestly 
functions, condones something which is contrary to the principles 
-of our Ordinal and the practice of the Church of England. What 
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has held the Anglican Communion together in practice is the 
requirement that no man, unless episcopally ordained, may be 
allowed to exercise priestly functions. ' stomatal 


Here I trust it would help some of our Petitioners if this Synod 
declared plainly that the recognition of the orders of C.S.I. last 
July was given on lines similar to that of economy, which has | 
been defined in a Lambeth Conference Report as “administrative 
action to meet a temporary situation without prejudice to any 
principle of ecclesiastical order.” That would make it clear that 
what was done last July could not be quoted as a decisive prece- 
dent in any future reunion negotiations. What gives cause for 
alarm was well stated by the late Dean of Chichester in 1950, 
when he said, “What is happening in the whole movement for 
unity is a gradual process of moving from point to point, whereby 
you are told, ‘You agreed to this, so you must agree to that.’ If 
it is cOntinued, I foresee the complete disintegration of the Angli- - 
can Communion. It alarms me to the depth of my being.” This 
alarm is felt by many today. To state to our Petitioners that by 
recognizing the orders of C.S.I. no definite precedent was made, 
and that we stand by the statement of the Ordinal that the Orders 
of the three-fold Ministry are “necessary in the Church of Christ” 
would give them some reassurance. 


Two other details. 


There is Resolution 2 (e) concerning the loan of a Parish 
Church for the celebration of the Liturgy of the C.S.I. His Grace 
the Archbishop of Canterbury in his speech in the Upper House 
of Canterbury Convocation last July made it plain that there 
might be trouble if this was used as a “demonstration”, but found 
it difficult to put into the motion anything that would make it . 
plain that this would be a celebration for our own people. | 


Many were grateful for his Grace’s words. But something more 
is needed than words spoken in debate. A formal statement that 
by this resolution a celebration for our own people was envisaged 
would make the meaning clear. 


Then in Resolution 2 (1) was the recommendation that mem- 

—~bers of the Church of England visiting the territory of the C.S.L. 

might accept the hospitality of that Church for receiving Holy 
Communion within it. 


A statement by the Synod that in this Resolution was intended 

a departure from the words of Resolution 42 of the 1930 Lambeth 
Conference “the rule of our Church that the minister of the 
Sacrament of Holy Communion should be a priest episcopally 

. ordained” would give reassurance and make clear the meaning of 


the word “within”. 
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BETWEEN 
CHURCH SCOTLAND AND THE 
CHURCH SOUTH INDIA 


(The Full Text) 


1. The Bishops of the Episcopal Church in Scotland, having 
considered the form and practice of consecration and ordination 
now in use in the Church of South India, and in the belief that 
it is the sincere intention of the whole Church of South India to 
establish as soon as practicable a ministry all of whose members 
have been episcopally consecrated or ordained, acknowledge the 
bishops, presbyters and deacons consecrated or ordained in the 
Church of South India at or after the inauguration of that 
Church, and according to the forms prescribed in the Ordinal of 


that Church as true bishops, priests and deacons in the Church of 


God, 
2. The Bishops of the Episcopal Church in Scotland are further 


_ resolved that: 


(a) Members of the Church of South India who are communi- 
cants in that Church, and episcopally confirmed, may, when in 
Scotland, receive Holy Communion tn the Episcopal Church in 
Scotland, subject to their willingness while in Scotland to com- 
municate in the Episcopal Church only. 


(b) Members of the Church of South India who become per- 
manently resident in Scotland and desire to be habitual communi- 
cants of the Episcopal Church shall be required to conform to the 
regular discipline of the Episcopal Church. 


(c) Bishops, presbyters and deacons of the Church of South 
India may be invited to preach in churches of the Episcopal 
Church in Scotland with the permission of the bishop of the 
diocese. (Code of Canon (Supplement) XVI. A. 2.). 


(d) Any bishop or episcopally ordained presbyter of the — 


Church of South India may be free to celebrate the Holy Com- 
munion in a church of the Episcopal Church in Scotland at the 
invitation of the Incumbent, with the permission of the bishop.of 
the diocese, subject to his willingness while in Scotland to cele- 
brate in Episcopal Churches only. 


(e) The bishop of the diocese may at his discretion authorise 
the loan of a church under his jurisdiction from time to time for 
the celebration of the liturgy of the Church of South India by a 
bishop or episcopally ordained presbyter of that Church, on the 
definite understanding that such celebrations would not be used 


= ‘purposes of a demonstration to which Episcopalians and 
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members of other Churches would be invited to communicate 
indiscriminately. 

(f) A bishop or episcopally ordained presbyter or deacon of 
the Church of South India who desires to officiate as bishop, 
priest or deacon of the Episcopal Church in Scotland, whether for 
a limited period or permanently, may be allowed to do so. Such 
a bishop, presbyter or deacon becomes subject in all respects to 
the rules and regulations of the Episcopal Church in Scotland. 


(g) Other ministers of the Church of South India who desire to 
enter the ministry of the Episcopal Church in Scotland will be 
subject to its rules and regulations regarding admission to its 
munistry. 

(h) Bishops and priests of the Episcopal Church in Scotland 
who visit the territory of the Church of South India may accept 
the hospitality of that Church for celebrating the Holy Com- 
munion within it. 

(j) Members of the Episcopal Church of Scotland who visit the 
territory of the Church of South India may accept the hospitality 
of that Church for receiving Holy Communion, provided that the 
celebrant is a bishop or episcopally ordained presbyter. 

3. This closer relationship into which the Episcopal Church in 
Scotland is entering with the Church of South India is dependent 
upon the recognition of an episcopal ministry within the Church 
of South India: and therefore may not be held to imply a change 
of mind or policy by the Episcopal Church in Scotland in respect - 
of those Christian Communions in which it does not recognise an 
episcopal ministry. | 

4. The Bishops of the Episcopal Church in Scotland cordially 
endorse the appeal of the Convocations of Canterbury and York 
for “persistent and informed prayer” for the Church of South 
India. | 


Acknowledgement 


It has seemed convenient that the form of this statement should 
correspond to the Resolutions contained in the United Report by 
the Joint Committees of the Convocations of Canterbury and 
York on the Church of South India given in March, 1955. The 
Bishops of the Episcopal Church in Scotland glady acknowledge 
their indebtedness to that document. 
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+4THOMAS ARGYLL AND THE ISLES 
Primus 


On behalf of the College of 
Bishops of the Episcopal Church 
| in Scotland. 
Edinburgh, 
March, 1956. 
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BOOK REVIEWS 


M. Lackmann, EIN HILFERUF AUS DER KIRCHE FUR 
DIE KIRCHE, Stuttgart, 1955. 

This short treatise, the tithe of which is *‘ A cry for help from the 
Church on the Church’s behalf’, by a minister of the German 
Lutheran Church, is of unusual interest. Taken as a whole, it con- 
Stitutes a searching criticism of contemporary Lutheranism, with 
particular reference to the problem of Christian disunity. 

In a series of trenchant paragraphs the author stigmatizes ten 
current errors of belief and doctrine, which he evidently regards 
as Characteristic of contemporary Lutheran thought. Among these 
are the following: that the purpose of the Incarnation of the Son 
of God was to effect man’s salvation apart from any human co- 
operation: that Holy Scripture is self sufficient apart from its 
historical relation to tradition: that the proclamation of the 
Word of God by preaching is the centre of Christian worship: 
that the purpose of the divine institution of the Last Supper is 
fulfilled by its administration and Communion, apart from any 
consideration of its character as the offering of the heavenly High 
priest and his priestly people. That the safeguarding of the faith 
and of the means of grace of the apostolic Church is possible 
without regard to the episcopal apostolic succession. Pfarrer 
Lackmann complains of the strongly Pelagian character, the 
marked subjectivism and the dominant complacency of Lutheran- 
ism today. But he is far from being pessimistic. He believes pas- 
sionately in the need of a return to a more Patristic doctrine of 
Salvation and of the Church. He appeals to the ideal set forth in 
the tithe deed of Lutheranism, the Conferrio Augustana. He looks 
forward to a new movement of unity which will include the 
Roman Catholic and the Orthodox Churches in its scope. Dog- 
matic differences do not seem to him in the last resort to be 
insuperable. 

Anglicans who are accustomed to think in terms of what is 
common to men, and the historic churches of Christendom, will | 
find much to welcome in this little book. If the great schism of 
the 16th century began in Germany, can it be that a movement of 
German origin may promote its healing? One would like to know 
what contemporary Lutherans think about Pfarrer Lackmann’s 


thesis. T. JALLAND. 


* OLD PRIEST AND NEW PRESBYTER by Norman Sykes, 
‘Cambridge University Press, 1956. 27/6. 


An amiable old gentleman, so I once read, had devised for 
himself a method for the peaceful conduct of meetings whenever 
he took the chair. He always made it a practice to agree with the 
last speaker. A first reading of Professor Sykes’ book may give 
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the same impression about the Church of England and its rela- 
tions with various non-papal groups who had cut adrift under 
somewhat different circumstances to itself. This book, if it does 
nothing else, ought to help those of its readers who have some 
hand in the shaping of policy, to find by_what consistent prin- 
ciples the Church of England has believed itself-to be led from 
the Reformation until now, especially on the question of its 
relations with other bodies in a more or less similar position. Yet 
once we use the expression ‘more or less’ we must consider more 
exactly what is meant. 


To begin with, the non-papal Church of England was believed, 
of all things, to be first and foremost a church established under 
a godly prince. This was no second best to papalism, but a ground 
held enthusiastically, backed up with scriptural warrant that laid 
the foundations of Anglican polity. From this came its willing- 
ness, on the one hand, not to ‘unchurch’ Continental protestants 
less favourably placed than itself; on the other, it barred the door 
at home to all non-conformists, whether Roman or Protestant. 
Following the friendly contacts, relations of varying warmth were 
established especially at places visited by travelling Anglicans. 
Those however like Scorey, who settled abroad did not seem to 
presume at all on their having episcopal orders; nor did foreign 
bishops who joined the Lutheran fold. 


With the Act of Uniformity of 1662 came legal force for the 
practical requirement of episcopal ordination for all ministers in 
the Church of England. However much this worsened relations 
with the Church of Scotland, this was by no means the end of that 
story. We are reminded, by the way, through the fact of these 
lectures having had their opening round in Scotland, of the 
curiously mixed position in the Church there; for once, English 
compromise seems well and truly to have crossed the border! 


Although nothing came of any reunion projects with Continent 
until the Old Catholics in this century, we find no very firm agree- 
ment with other episcopal churches, The chapter on early foreign 
missions tells a story hardly to our credit; we were quite unpre- 
pared in India, and over North America just did nothing. The last 
chapter is devoted to happenings in this century, and the last few 
years in particular. Yet before I go on to that, I feel the need to 
draw attention to one or two points that normally escape notice 
in our post-reformation history. 


One is the enormous change in the perspective of the Anglican 
scene, especially in those matters which one epoch or party is 
liable to take for-granted, whether they expressed themselves on 
the subject or not. This book brings a number of examples to 
mind. If official Anglicanism was apt to vaccillate on matters 
about which we would feel compelled to take a firmer stand, 
they believed, passionately almost, in the church established 
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under the godly prince. With legal sanction to be invoked against 
any Christian in the realm not wholly conformed to its religion. 
. Then again, the Anglican Communion itself was unknown as we 
know it. The consecration of Matthew Parker as Archbishop of 
Canterbury meant far more than those who see in it a pretty 
exercise of a test case for Anglican orders. Had Mary Tudor 
reigned 25 years instead of 5; or Cromwell a further 10 years, 
it would not have been an impossibility for the line of Anglican 
bishops to have died out altogether. There was no Anglican 
Communion overseas to draw upon. It must also be seen far 
more clearly that Tractarians and Carolines were by no means 
agreed upon many things; it was the more advanced churchmen 
who were on the whole the more assiduous in seeking out con- 
tacts abroad. and with advance in office in later hfe, to be accused 
of maddening inconsistency by non-episcopalians at home. 


With regard to the last chapter, some words of Dom Gregory 
Dix kept coming to my mind; “The incipient presbyterian and 
congregationalist movements . . . had a real sense that the church 
is not, and ought not to appear, a department of the state but a 
_ divine society with a supernatural life of its own. In their own 
ways they were “high church” movements, and it is the saddest 
pity that the ancestors of the “Anglo-Catholics” could not pos- 
sibly have recognised the fact.’ (Shape of the Liturgy, 1954, 684). . 
There needs to be both deep study from-more than one angle, 
by someone steeped in the history and doctrine of the Reforma- 
ion to form an assessment of the influences which bore upon the 
various movement; that of Biblical study of the time is coming 
to light through one or two recent works. There are quite a 
number of references in Professor Sykes’ book to what reforma- 
tion divines thought the necessary marks of a true Church; we 
need to know more about how they came to fhink them out. 
There also needs, to be deeper appreciation of the fact that al] _ 
these movements now involved in one way or another in PS 
of reunion have developed traditions of their own through the 
course of time, if nothing else. Speaking for ourselves, it is quite 
useless to think of ourselves carrying on the religion of the 
Church of England in various parts overseas and letting it go 
at that; not that that does happen. The godly prince has in many 
places given way to the mechanized Caesar; we are not just up 
against the usual difficulties involved in converting the heathen 
amid the rival activities of comparatively friendly Christians of 
other traditions to say nothing of aberrant heresies of one pecu- 
liarity or another; we have now, and India is by no means alone 
in this, the opposition of those who believe that disbelief and 
culture go together. I could not help being both saddened and 
amused when a priest of the Scottish Episcopal Church said that 
he thought the trouble with the South India bishops was that_they 


were too pastoral. | 
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So as not to give the impression that I merely agree with the 
last speaker, | would sum up the book under review as a useful 
and accurate chronicle of events such as bear on the subject of 
episcopacy, presbyterianism and papacy since the Reformation. 
Apart from one or two slight digs the comment is notably fair. It 
needs a companion volume on the attitude of the rest towards 
Anglicanism during the same period. Yet neither will books 
written nor schemes drawn up of themselves bring us any nearer 
understanding and reunion, if we allow ourselves to assume that 
precedents excuse us from looking for any further guidance. It is 
a choice, to name two extremes, between the Holy Spirit and that 
of the Bourdons. 3 

I noted only one printing slip. Page 21 note 3, ‘Ibid 1i.2° ought 


to be St.M. MacFARLANE. 


CORRESPONDENCE 
CHURCH OR CHURCHES 


The use of the term, “the churches” is natural in oecumenical 
circles. Broadly speaking, the main purpose of oecumenical 
activity is to unite “the churches” and re-constitute “the un-- 
divided church” of the first few centuries. The Archbishop of 
Canterbury put the oecumenical case very clearly at a meeting 
of the Royal Empire Society in January, 1955. There, he defined 
a church as “a body which has a creed, a ministry, sacraments 
and the like” and, from Our Lord’s last prayer, he deduced, 
“Our Lord would not have needed to pray that prayer unless He 
knew that very likely His Church would fail to be one. When we 
face the fact that we are disunited we need not despair about it; 
sit was to be expected and Our Lord saw that too, but He prayed 
that out of our disunity we should become one and, as He prayed, 
we must strive to follow” (United Empire, Sept.-Oct; 1955). This 
doctrine that the Churh has now become “the churches” by divi- 
sion and that the Church will be recreated sometime in the future 
lies behind the South Indian, North Indian and Ceylon reunion 
schemes, indeed, it is clearly expressed in them, it has been 
assumed at the very outset in the conversations with Methodists 
since they are said to be “within the Body of Christ” and it is the 
only basis upon which inter-communion—limited or-extended — 
can be justified. : 

It has been said that those Catholics who cannot contenance 
the South Indian Resolutions are ignorant of the true facts of 
the case and persist in a wilful refusal to accept the careful find- 
ings of reputable Catholic theologians. Might it not be urged, 
however, that there is something more at stake than a mere con- 
sideration of the technical validity or otherwise of C.S.I. orders? 
In the Mass Creed, we declare belief in One, Holy, Catholic and 
Apostolic Church. It is ridiculous to express belief in something 
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which does not exist and it is just this: conception of the One 
Church which gives rise to the fundamental opposition between 
the modern oecumenical and the conservative traditional pos- 
tions since, in Catholic thought, the Church ts One not only tn 
the sense that her members constitute One Body but, also, in the 
sense that she is Unique—there can. be no other. 

It is of the very nature of the Church that she should be One. 
When the Divine Master revealed the foundation of His Church 
to His Apostles (Matt. 16.13-20). He first put the question, Whom 
do mén say that I, the Son of Man, am? Of the answers given to 
this question, it is clear that only one, St. Peter's, describes the 
essential Foundation, “Thou art the Christ.” and the Master's 
reply, “And I say, also, unto thee that thou art Peter and upon 
this rock | will build My Church,” is of parallel significance. 
Here are the essential elements in the constitution of the Church, 
namely, the Christ and St. Petes—the Christ, since in His Person 
there is the Union of the Eternal Word and the Humanity which 
He redeemed and glorified, St. Peter, since he represents the 
integration of mankind into that redeemed Humanity. The 
Church cannot be founded upon Jesus as Teacher, Prophet, 
Preacher or even as an incarnation of St. John Baptist but only 
on Jesus the Christ. She had her origin in the Union of God and 
Man in the womb of the Blessed Virgin Mary —and in the Life. 
Sacrifice, Death and Resurrection of God-made-Man, in fact. in 
an Action which cannot be repeated and her Unity is the Unity 
of that Incarnation perpetuated Sacramentally in Time, essential 
to her very being, incapable of division and indestructible. 

Naturally, this view of the Church raises serious issues in the 
reunion field. What is the exact relationship between Papacy and 
Episcopate? To what extent can the severance of visible relation- 
ships affect the essential Unity? These and many others, come to 
the fore but one thing is certain, there can be no room in it fora 
concepuon of “the churches”, a lost unity or a “united church of 
the future”. The Church ts a living Organism and to talk of 
re-constituting the age of “the undivided church” is about as 
sensible as attempting to solve the difficulties of an Atomic Age. 

The “union of the churches” is not the Unity of the Church 
and there are many who feel that the present emphasis upon the 
former ts resulting in a separation from the latter. 

Yours, 


‘Communications for the Editor and Annual Subscriptions to 
Faith and Unity, which may begin at any time (minimum sub- 
scription, post free, four shillings a year), should be sent to the 
Secretary, C.D.C.P.. 6 Hyde Park Gate, London, §.W.7. 
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